Those are very different accounts and they give rise to different impressions. Different individuals have different reactions to these narratives, with some crediting one account and others accepting the truth of the other. 9 But my purpose here, in highlighting this dramatic difference, is not to determine or opine on which story is more likely, more compelling, more believable. Rather, my point is that both Officer Wilson and Mr. Johnson use narratives that rely on norms that invoke procedural justice-a fair process that involves providing the 5 . Id. at 208-09. He goes on to say that this is a "very unusual and not expected response from a simple request." Id.
6. Transcript of Hearing Before the Grand Jury, Volume IV at 45, State of Missouri v. Darren Wilson (2014).
7. Id. 8. Id. 9. Both anecdotal and empirical evidence support the existence of this difference in perception. For example, in a talk on this topic, in front of a diverse and mostly student-age population, I was greeted with audible laughter and snickering when describing Officer Wilson's version of events. In conversation with one older white man, after explaining the two different narratives, I received a stern lecture on why the police would never speak to someone using profanity in the way that Mr. Johnson described. And in empirical work, scholars have demonstrated that bias affects perception of events, even when there exists a "neutral" record of such events. For example, Roseanna Sommers explored reactions to video footage of police behavior, and found that " [c] rucial judgments, such as whether the officer used force, made decisions in a fair way, or ultimately violated the law, are significantly influenced by viewers' prior level of identification with police-even though the events are captured on tape." Roseanna Sommers, Note, Will Putting Cameras on Police Reduce Polarization?, 125 YALE L.J. 1304, 1323 (2016) . In any event, my purpose here is not to adjudicate the veracity of either story. What is compelling here is that both parties weave a narrative that has at its core the issue of procedural justice or its absence.
other party a voice, treating the other party with respect and courtesy, being trustworthy, and acting free from bias. Officer Wilson's narrative stresses the procedural justice provided by him to the young men in the street, and Mr. Johnson highlights the absence of procedural justice he and Mr. Brown received. Yet both parties are invoking norms around procedural justice to explain and shed light on subsequent events.
Officer Wilson's shooting of Mr. Brown riveted the nation, casting a spotlight on the troubled relationship between the police and the public, particularly African American men. The shooting galvanized protesters, produced a grand jury inquiry that did not result in criminal charges, provoked rioting, and sparked ongoing discussions, formal commissions, and reform efforts. It was an incident that received attention both for what it was-the death of one unarmed young man at the hands of a police officer-and for the tapestry of similar events that surrounded it-encounters between police officers and African Americans gone terribly, often fatally, wrong. 10 And accounts of the interaction between the three men on the street have at their core a narrative involving procedural justice. 10 . Tragic incidents involving the death of African American men and boys at the hands of the police in the past several years have made household names out of Michael Brown, Tamir Rice (a child killed by police for wielding a toy gun in Cleveland, Ohio), Eric Garner (father of six killed after a chokehold by police in New York City during an arrest for selling cigarettes without a permit), Freddie Gray (died in a police van while in police custody in Baltimore), Philando Castile (school cafeteria worker killed in Minneapolis by a police officer during a routine traffic stop), and Alton Sterling (killed in Baton Rouge while selling magazines outside of a convenience store), only to name a handful. The many benefits of procedural justice during encounters between citizens and legal actors, including the police, have been well documented.
11 Procedural justice increases perceptions of legitimacy, and, in turn, individuals are more able to self-regulate and obey the law when they believe that a system is legitimate. An effective selfregulatory system is more efficient, less costly, and less likely to foster polarization between police and citizens, since an effective selfregulatory system works in part because of value congruence between those who obey the law and lawmakers.
12 Given current tensions between citizens and police, a focus on increasing procedural justice in police-community interactions is critical, both because procedural justice fosters compliance with the law and because it bolsters the legitimacy of law enforcement in a system that has been sorely tested and is widely mistrusted. 13 In addition, procedural justice effects go beyond merely affecting those involved in encounters with the police; perceptions of procedural justice are also the primary determinant guiding the public's judgment regarding the existence of police misconduct.
14 Given the current climate of widespread mistrust of police, and extreme tension between law enforcement and the public, procedural justice is a natural focus of attention.
Indeed, procedural justice and policing are having a critical [P] erceptions of procedural justice were the most powerful predictors of whether respondents believed that the police had done wrong and deserved some form of sanctioning.").
"moment" of connection. In December 2014, President Barack Obama established the Task Force on 21st Century Policing, convening a diverse group that included community members, law enforcement, academics, and others and charging them with "identifying best practices and offering recommendations on how policing practices can promote effective crime reduction while building public trust." 15 The first major area of reform that the Task Force identified was "Building Trust and Legitimacy," and the Task Force Report explained succinctly the critical connection between building trust and legitimacy and procedural justice:
Decades of research and practice support the premise that people are more likely to obey the law when they believe that those who are enforcing it have authority that is perceived as legitimate by those subject to the authority. The public confers legitimacy only on those whom they believe are acting in procedurally just ways.
16
The Task Force Report also explained, in another section, the importance of training police officers regarding procedural justice.
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In the wake of the Report, efforts to train officers in the deep importance of procedural justice have been unrolled around the country. 18 The National Initiative for Building Community Trust and Justice, funded by the Department of Justice, has six pilot sites for law enforcement and community interventions based on key principles of procedural justice, as well as other relevant areas of psychology 15 Procedural justice is not a panacea for societal concern over policing, police misconduct, and community mistrust-there are distributive justice issues around policing, to be sure, as well as other important avenues of reform. 21 The role of racial bias and power differentials, for example, cannot be overstated. But procedural justice has the potential to play an important role, along with other reforms, in fostering more positive interactions between police and the community. In November 2015, the National Initiative hosted a roundtable in order for scholars to consider what future avenues of research might "contribute to future efforts to build police legitimacy." 22 There is much unexplored territory to explore in thinking about the role of procedural justice in interactions between the police and the community. research on legitimacy and procedural justice and research in other areas of psychology is an important piece of that endeavor. Thinking about these connections can continue to aid in helping reform efforts that are focused on procedural justice reach their full potential.
In this Article, I consider a handful of these potential intersections between procedural justice research and other areas of social science. I begin by providing a brief background on procedural justice and policing. I then turn to several areas of potential future development. First, I consider the interaction between the research on self-control and procedural justice: considering procedural justice as an effortful behavior that requires self-control yields important insights for training police officers to demonstrate procedural justice. Second, I explore research on the antecedents of procedural justice to offer insight into what actions are most likely to yield positive perceptions of fairness by police. Third, I discuss the implications of treating procedural justice not as something that one side "provides" while the other side "experiences," but instead, as a dynamic interchange that can be mutually reinforcing or damaging. Finally, I briefly consider the role of reactive devaluation as it might affect reaction to procedural justice reform.
I. PROCEDURAL JUSTICE RESEARCH AND POLICING
Procedural justice in psychology is the perception by participants in a decision-making process that the process has been fair. 23 Procedural justice is different than distributive justice, which is the fairness of the outcome achieved, and outcome favorability, which is how positive one side finds the outcome. 24 Procedural justice research has shown, in robust effects across a wide variety of settings, that individuals' perceptions of the fairness of the process by which a decision was made influences their satisfaction with the ultimate resolution of the process separately and apart from their perceptions about distributive justice and outcome favorability. 25 play a significant role, but forty years of procedural justice research has shown that procedural justice carries a strong and separate effect that is independent of how "good" or how "fair" people perceive their outcome to be. 26 Individuals feel more satisfied with their outcomes, and are more willing to accept those outcomes, when they feel that a process was fair. 27 Factors that guide individuals' perceptions of procedural justice focus on four areas: whether they had the opportunity to share their point of view (voice), whether they were treated with dignity by the authority figure (courtesy and respect), whether they believed that the intentions of the decision maker were to be fair (trust), and whether the decision maker was bias-free in making his or her decision (neutrality).
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Procedural justice perceptions are not solely important because they encourage satisfaction with and adherence to a particular outcome. Additionally, procedural justice perceptions play a critical role in determining perceptions of system legitimacy. 29 Especially because perceptions of legitimacy are a primary driver of people's willingness to voluntarily comply with the law, 30 procedural justice represents an important principle in securing a lawful society. When people feel fairly treated by authorities, they are more likely to believe those authorities' power is legitimate, and in turn more likely to follow the rules set by those authorities.
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Research has shown the significant effects of procedural justice in courts, 32 mediation, 33 arbitration, 34 and negotiation, 35 as well as in extra-legal settings such as the workplace and the family. 36 In legal settings, procedural justice matters in civil and in criminal matters. 37 In criminal settings, procedural justice significantly influences the participants' satisfaction with their resolutions in settings including felony plea bargaining, courtrooms, and drug courts. 38 In a study considering gang members and other individuals who break the law, the link between obeying the law, legitimacy, and procedural justice was significant. 39 And robust research shows the importance of procedural justice in the public's encounters with the police. 40 Procedural justice by police officers increases compliance with the law, typically because procedural justice increases perceptions of legitimacy. The effects of police procedural justice are felt by community members in all types of areas, from those pulled over for traffic stops to those subjected to stop and frisk to those who live in the community more generally. 41 Research involving criminals and laypeople alike show the positive effects of procedural justice. When people are treated fairly, they believe more strongly in the legitimacy of the authority from which they received that treatment. They believe that their values are congruent with the legal authorities, they are more likely to obey the law, and they are more likely to trust in the legitimacy of the legal system more generally. The decades of robust research on the positive effects of procedural justice in policing have led to the growing inclusion of procedural justice principles into law enforcement training and stated goals by police departments across the United States.
II. FOUR NEW DIRECTIONS FOR PROCEDURAL JUSTICE AND POLICING
The following parts consider four areas of potential interaction between procedural justice and research from other areas of social science, including self-control, the antecedents of procedural justice, procedural justice as a mutually interactive phenomenon, and finally, reactive devaluation.
A. Self-Control and Procedural Justice
In thinking about the role that self-regulation and self-control play in our criminal justice system, the focus is typically on the potential criminal actor, considering criminal behavior as a self-control failure: how can we increase potential perpetrators' self-control so that they are less likely to commit crimes? 42 that at its root all criminal behavior is a self-control problem. 43 One potential way to think about the connection between procedural justice and self-control is to imagine that increased procedural justice in police-community interactions will foster more self-control by potential criminal actors. Procedural justice will increase legitimacy and in turn individuals will be more likely to control their own behavior to conform to a legitimate set of laws. Recently, researchers have turned attention to this relationship between self-control and procedural justice. For example, Professor Tom Tyler has suggested that justice behaviors, writ large, are social self-control behaviors, meaning that making decisions about how to allocate benefits to oneself and others, and how authorities make those decisions, requires self-control. 44 At a more individual level, Professor Scott Wolfe found that people with low self-control are more likely to provide lower assessments of procedural justice by the police. 45 This connection needs more attention from empirical scholars, but the idea that procedural justice behavior by the police might augment self-control efforts by potential criminal actors would provide yet further support for the positive effects of procedural justice on compliance with the law.
However, a more novel approach to the intersection between procedural justice and self-control might consider the relationship between procedural justice behavior by the police and their own selfcontrol, not the self-control of the potential criminal actor. Understanding police misconduct as a subcategory of criminal behavior 46 makes sense and provides a simple way to think about the importance of self-control by the police: when police have low self- control, they will engage in more criminal behavior. Recent work supported that connection, finding that officers with lower self-control have more incidences of misbehavior.
47 But the connection between low self-control by the police and the exhibition of behavior that relates to perceptions of procedural justice has gained less attention. Casting the problem of procedurally-just interactions between the police and the community as a potential self-control problem yields important insights for thinking about how to increase procedural justice behaviors by officers.
As a preliminary matter, though, it is worth addressing whether the police officer-citizen interaction is appropriately conceptualized as an area where self-control is needed. Typically, the self-control literature suggests that self-control is the work of effortful cognition, imposing order over some visceral or automatic behavior. 48 Our effortful cognition-a "cold" system based on logic-can override "hot" emotional or visceral responses to a situation. 49 Considering a police officer in the midst of a potentially difficult encounter with the public, one could easily imagine that the situation would bring out automatic or visceral reactions including anger, violence, or escalating behavior. Indeed, these are exactly the kinds of police behaviors, including the ratcheting up of violent behavior, that have come under increased public scrutiny recently. 50 The attempt to act in a manner that comports with procedural justice-for instance, engaging respectfully, acting neutrally, allowing the citizen to express herself-is likely to require some imposition of self-control on a naturally volatile situation where a police officer and a community member may perceive mutual threats from one another.
In recent high-profile police-citizen encounters that have gone awry, officers' behavior could easily be perceived as exhibiting a lack of self-control by allowing anger, emotion, or other impulses full sway. The case of Sandra Bland, who was found dead in her jail cell in Texas several days after her arrest for a traffic violation, 51 provides an example. When Ms. Bland was pulled over by the police officer, Brian Encinia, purportedly for failing to signal as she changed lanes, the officer told her to extinguish her cigarette, saying, "You mind putting out your cigarette, please?" 52 When Ms. Bland responded, "I'm in my own car. I don't have to put out my cigarette," Officer Encinia became extremely angry, apparently at the perceived lack of respect for his request. 53 Rather than providing an explanation for his request, or letting the issue go, the officer then ordered her out of her car. When she refused to get out, which certainly continued to fuel his own sense of perceived disrespect, he continued to demand her exit, finally stating, "I'm going to yank you out," apparently physically grabbing her, and later saying, as he pulls the taser out and directs it at her, "I will light you up." 54 Clearly, Officer Encinia's response is not based on effortful cognition-he is "hot" in the moment, angry and threatening, despite the fact that Ms. Bland has not posed any danger to him. It is clear that the officer in this case became deeply angry about the perceived lack of respect that he was shown, and began to say and do things that reflected his anger rather than an effort to respond respectfully and in a procedurally just manner. It takes self-control to respond to a "hot" situation with a "cold" set of behaviors. In these cases, an effort by officers to behave in a procedural just manner would have taken significant effortful cognition-an exertion of self-control that did not occur. Although the law sometimes provides a lesser punishment for 53. In fact, Officer Encinia was indicted for perjury based on his later statements regarding the arrest of Ms. Bland; before the grand jury he stated that he removed Sandra Bland from her vehicle because "he was angry she would not put out her cigarette," rather than "to further conduct a safe traffic investigation," as he had attested in her arrest warrant. "crimes of passion," implicitly acknowledging that there are limits to our self-control, 55 it is less obvious that we should, or do, expect police officers-who are agents of the state, not acting in their capacity as private citizens-to allow their emotions to hold sway in this manner.
If we can conceptualize police behavior that is procedurally just as an exertion of self-control over hot visceral anger or threatened responses, the two insights noted above give rise to several implications or suggestions. First, thinking about the relationship between self-control and temporal construal-the way that events are perceived depending on when they occur in time-is helpful. Researchers in this area have found that when individuals think about near-term events, they think about them with "low-level" construalthat is, they imagine specific and concrete details about the situation.
56
When individuals consider more distant future events, they imagine them with "high-level" construal, thinking about the essential elements or the most meaningful themes of the events. 57 When individuals are able to conceptualize events using high-level construal, they are better able to exercise self-control-the triumph of long-term goals over short-term temptations. 58 What is interesting here is that the same event can be understood as both a near-term and a long-term event; for example, from the criminal actor perspective, one might consider an illegal act, first, from the low-level perspective of "what will I gain right now," but also from the high-level perspective of "what might the ultimate consequences of this action be?" Encouraging conceptualization at the higher-level construal can help to promote self-control efforts. Training police to make salient a longer time frame, thereby activating higher-level construal about the goals of the criminal justice system, the rights of the public, and important justice concerns, rather than lower-level construal about how a particular interaction feels as experienced in the moment, could be an aid to 55 bolster self-control in police interactions with the public. When a police officer and a member of the public interact in a localized and immediate setting, they are most likely considering the most down-to-earth elements of a particular situation, rather than the more large-scale societal or moral dimensions. For a police officer and a potential suspect or other actor, this means that interactions may suffer because the parties are not focused on important principles regarding the role of police in society, principles which might help to guide all parties' behavior in a way that would ameliorate, rather than exacerbate, the conflict. Police may have a choice between responding viscerally to a situation versus thinking about long term societal, community, or even career consequences. Increasing police officers' ability to frame these interactions as involving long-term issues rather than short-term crises may help to promote behavior that is congruent with long-term societal goals.
Another important insight is that people's self-control is a finite resource that can be depleted, 59 but that individuals can develop better self-control over time through practice. 60 This means that after a certain amount of exertion associated with behaving in an effortful way, overriding automatic responses to replace them with desired (typically more socially acceptable) behavior, individuals have lower self-control. For example, after spending time at work controlling one's behavior to comport with the requirements of the workplace, a person might come home and eat a lot of cake, even though he knows it is unhealthy, because his self-control resource has been depleted. Yet individuals can "train" their self-control "muscles" to become stronger over time, so that they are better able to exert self-control than they were previously. 61 My own work has explored the implications of these findings for criminal behavior and the perception of such behavior in the legal system. 62 Shifting these findings and their implications from the criminal actor perspective to the police officer perspective is a useful endeavor that could help us better equip law enforcement officials to provide procedural justice even as they manage the serious demands placed upon them. In light of this research, it is beneficial to first assess what other cognitive demands are made on officers, and consider ways to reduce cognitive effort before officers enter a potentially difficult situation, so that they have sufficient reserves of self-control upon which to draw. Staffing, shifts, paperwork, and other timing decisions could be made with an eye towards maximizing cognitive self-control stores. Second, it may be useful to test and assess officers on self-control measures, select or promote officers with regard to self-control scores, and take broad steps to explicitly empower officers to boost self-control more generally. In sum, thinking about procedural justice as a police selfcontrol problem offers insight into how police-community encounters may go wrong, and how training might be more effective.
B. "Objective" Antecedents of Procedural Justice
Most research on the antecedents of procedural justice-that is, the factors individuals use to make judgments about procedural justicetakes place in a third-party setting: people evaluate the procedural justice behavior of a third-party decision maker, whether a judge, arbitrator, or mediator. 63 But one critical distinction between procedural justice and policing and other areas of procedural justice research is that policing does not involve a third-party neutral decisionmaking authority. In a court or arbitration, a third-party authority makes decisions involving two disputing parties. In a typical encounter involving police and the public, there are only two sides: law enforcement and the individual. Although some police-public encounters involve the police officer serving in a third-party role to mediate or intervene in a dispute, many other interactions are more dyadic in nature-a traffic stop, stop and frisk, an approach by an officer to an individual in public. 64 Thus the police-public interaction is in some ways neither fish nor fowl. Although the police officer is an agent of the legal system, charged with protecting public safety and upholding the law, the officer is not a third-party neutral in a dispute. The police officer acts in this situation more like a partisan or, sometimes, a disputing actor who is actually engaged in a dispute setting between the officer and a member of the community who may or may not have transgressed the law, leading to a more dyadic interaction-albeit one with a dramatic power imbalance.
And yet the police-public interaction is not a simple dyadic negotiation, either. There is a vast power differential between an officer and a member of the community, not only implicitly but explicitly through the weapon that an officer typically carries. The police officer has power to coerce that a "normal" negotiation partner does not. But the interaction is often "one-on-one," and very personal and intimate in a manner that a judge-litigant interaction never approaches. In addition, because some settings provide clear rules and strict norms for behavior, adherence to those rules and norms can guide perceptions about fair process. When those rules are more implicit than explicit, procedural justice may be harder to assess clearly. 65 In light of this more intimate and often dyadic connection between a police officer and a member of the public, what might social science research reveal about the different dimensions of fair treatment by police? In a recent study, I explored two key questions about the antecedents of our judgments about when a process is procedurally fair in the negotiation setting. 66 First, I considered whether the antecedent factors that have been identified in previous research involving thirdparty authorities (voice, courtesy/respect, trust, and neutrality) affect the parties' perceptions of procedural justice equally. In the negotiation setting, all four factors mattered, but courtesy and respect played the 64. This is the paradigmatic situation that forms the basis for my discussion here; my analysis does not consider interventions into an ongoing crime situation, or a call to a home for intervention in a dispute. 67 Second, I explored whether behaviors observable by a third-party neutral bear any relationship to procedural assessments made by participants in a negotiation setting.
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In these dyadic situations, factors that a neutral party can observe that relate to voice and opportunity to be heard, and treatment with courtesy and respect, bear a significant relationship to participant in the situation's assessments of voice and of courtesy and respect, and then, in turn, relate significantly to the parties' general assessments of procedural justice. 69 In contrast, observable behaviors that related to trust and neutrality tended to be less related to negotiators' perceptions of those factors, and to negotiators' assessments of procedural justice.
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As noted above, the police-community encounter shares several features with dyadic negotiation: it typically occurs in a small, interpersonal setting, involves the engagement of a police officer and another individual without the added presence of a neutral third-party authority, and does not take place in a highly regulated setting such as a courtroom, mediation, or other legal process. Given the similarities in these settings, it may be interesting to explore what observable factors can commonly lead to mutual or widespread perceptions of procedural justice. For example, if courtesy and respect and voice are the primary drivers of assessments of procedural justice in a negotiation setting without a third-party neutral, might they also be central to assessments of procedural justice in interactions between police and the public?
More research on the specific behaviors that will be most important and effective in shifting perceptions of procedural justice is important. Especially in light of the polarization of views about police behavior, 71 searching for "objective" factors that are more susceptible to commonality is critical. If, for example, parties in the police context are more likely to agree on what constitutes courtesy and respect or voice than on trust and neutrality, as my research in the negotiation 67 https://openscholarship.wustl.edu/law_journal_law_policy/vol52/iss1/10 context has found, this suggests that further emphasis might be placed on these factors in training. I do not presume a conclusion here; the dyadic legal negotiation between two attorneys does not carry the same power dynamic as the interaction between police and the public, and it may be that both ideals and expectations 72 of neutrality and trust are quite different between negotiating lawyers and between a police officer and an individual. And given the salience of trust and bias in policing, those factors may play a more important role. Especially in light of concerns about racial bias, the weight of these different factors may not mirror what is found in the negotiation setting. But this line of research suggests the usefulness of considering the antecedents of procedural justice in particular unique contexts, 73 so that more effort can be placed on improving behavior on the dimensions that make the most significant difference to parties' perceptions rather than assuming that procedural justice antecedents are a one-size-fits-all set of factors that influence fairness judgments equally.
In today's world, where, increasingly, police may be caught on tape in highly volatile incidents, additional research on which features of procedural justice are more likely to engender agreement among the parties is critical. Recent unrest surrounding police behavior is highly polarizing, with individuals dramatically disagreeing on the underlying events and their implications. And there is no question that racial bias plays a significant role in fueling this disagreement. But if individuals are more able to agree on some factors rather than others, strengthening those particular factors may help to shape more unified perceptions about police fairness and may help to close the gap in perception that increasingly divides the public. Indeed, that "objective" factors for assessing fair process may be acutely affected by racial bias in the policing setting suggests the tremendous need for more research in this area.
72. Ironically, it may be that the ideals of trust and neutrality are higher in police-public interactions than in lawyer-lawyer interactions. However, it may be that the parties' expectations, based on experience and other factors, are lower in the police-public context than in the lawyerlawyer context.
73. See Rebecca Hollander-Blumoff, Formation of Procedural Justice Judgments, supra note 63.
C. The Mutuality of Procedural Justice
The interaction between a police officer and the public is not the same as an interaction between a litigant and a judge, arbitrator, or mediator; this is a dynamic interchange where both parties interact in a more intimate and interconnected way. As I have argued above, an interaction between an officer and a member of the public may be more intimate and dyadic than the interaction between the public and other officials in the legal system. In addition, the public setting-outside of a courtroom or other arena with clearly demarcated rules for behavior-increases the lack of clear rules for behavior.
An encounter between a police officer and a member of the public does not usually consist of a one-shot moment where an individual "receives" procedural justice, or doesn't, from law enforcement. These encounters are dynamic, back-and-forth interactions; the behavior of the other person in the encounter also plays a role and the communication between the police officer and the individual is organic and iterative.
74 This is an important insight for police training in procedurally just behavior, because it suggests that any procedural justice behavior must be able to adapt in dynamic settings. Additionally, though, it suggests that efforts to encourage community members to also treat police with procedural justice may be helpful. Procedural justice need not run only in one direction, although the research addressing perceptions of procedural justice by, rather than of, the legal actor is not robust. 75 Much of that research focuses on perceptions of procedural justice in the police workplace-that is, how fair are the processes in police departments. Procedural justice in that context has significant effects on how police officers act and even on health and welfare outcomes for police officers, suggesting that procedural justice received by police in the workplace context makes a difference in police behavior out in the field. 76. See McCurdy, supra note 18 ("Particularly in the areas of use of force and citizen complaints, many patrol deputies feel as though they do not have a voice, the process is not transparent, decisions are not neutral, and the process feels disrespectful or undignified.").
though, has addressed what some scholars have termed "procedurally just cooperation," considering the perceptions of the police regarding the fairness they experience at the hands of the public.
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This perspective may be unpalatable from a political perspective, because such research can raise potent questions about the role of procedural justice and the nature of public authorities' rights vis-à-vis ordinary citizens. Why should we care about the way that fairness is experienced by powerful actors in the legal system? For example, it seems absurd to ask whether the judge in a courtroom believes that she has been fairly treated by litigants. Our courts and law enforcement are a public good whose constituents and funders are the public; they work for us, and not vice-versa. Why, then might police be any different? In an ideal world, they would not be. Nonetheless, when an individual police officer, or a handful of officers, encounter members of the public on the street, there are no formal rules such as there are in a courtroom, and there is a far more intimate connection, as I have repeatedly stressed here. These engagements are often face-to-face and person-to-person in a way that judge-litigant interactions, and even judge-lawyer interactions, are not, even though they encapsulate a significant power differential. Holding an officer on the street to the standard of having no emotional reaction to interpersonal behavior that is directed at them, sometimes in a hostile, heated, threatening manner, is certainly desirable: it would be ideal if such an officer, trained in procedural justice behavior, could maintain this behavior in the face of interpersonal behavior that the officer perceives negatively. But such an ideal may be unattainable if we fail to recognize the reality that this standard is exceptionally difficult for an ordinary human, with human psychology, to meet.
We can see, in some high-profile cases, an escalation of behavior between an officer and a citizen that goes directly to the perception by the police officer of the treatment he is receiving. So, for example, as discussed above, the officer who arrested Ms. Bland became extremely angry after Ms. Bland refused to put out her cigarette. 78 Encinia's ability to act in a procedurally just way in the face of what he likely perceived as procedurally unjust behavior-a refusal to comply with his request-was compromised. As I note above, bolstering training that helps officers respond to behavior that they may perceive as hostile, angering, or threatening is critical.
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Regardless of our (rightful) expectations for high-level behavior from the police, when an individual police officer, or a handful of officers, encounter members of the public on the street, there is also a far more intimate and informal connection between the police and the public. Understanding that a police officer's own behavior may be shaped by the behavior she encounters from the public is an important piece of understanding how best to train officers in procedural justice techniques.
Another way of conceptualizing the interaction between the officer and the individual member of the public is as a prisoner's dilemma.
80
A prisoner's dilemma is a simple "game" in which parties have to choose a course of action unilaterally, without awareness of the other party's choice. The choices of the two parties form a payoff matrix that rewards a "defector" with the highest payoff if the other party has "cooperated." 81 The cooperating party in that match-up gets the lowest payoff. 82 Mutual defection yields a low, but slightly higher payoff, and mutual cooperation yields a higher-but not as high as unilateral defection-payoff. 83 Mutual cooperation is the best long-term strategy for players in an iterated version of the prisoner's dilemma-one with multiple rounds with the same party. 84 If we imagine procedurally just behavior as "cooperation" in a prisoner's dilemma, and procedurally unjust behavior as a "defection," what implications does this have for procedural justice behavior by the police? First, the most immediate implication is that this is a dyadic (or multi-party) interaction in which the police are not acting unilaterally to bestow procedural justice on the public. https://openscholarship.wustl.edu/law_journal_law_policy/vol52/iss1/10 person in the encounter also plays a role and the interaction between police and public is dynamic and iterative. As discussed above, the interaction between a police officer and the public is not the same as an interaction between a litigant and a judge, arbitrator, or mediator; this is a dynamic interchange where both parties interact in a more intimate and interconnected way.
Additionally, although mutual cooperation is the best long-term strategy for a repeated game between the same players, this cooperation is much harder to establish without an ability to communicate with 85 or trust the other party, 86 suggesting that communication and trust are critical aspects for mutual cooperation. Effective communication and trust, then, may be critical aspects for mutual procedural justice behavior. Although a tit-for-tat strategy, whereby the behavior of the other party is replicated by the receiving party, is an excellent strategy in a simple prisoner's dilemma game, 87 tit-for-tat in the real world of policing will lead to undesirable negative or violent outcomes. For example, some recent high-profile cases where citizens and police have interacted in unsatisfactory ways appear to be catalyzed by an escalation of disrespect; police officers in our society may be expecting a certain level of deferential or respectful treatment. When behavior towards the police does not comport with that expectation, this mismatch in norms may prompt a cycle of prisoner's dilemma-style "defection."
For example, a recent videotaped incident in South Carolina involved police violence towards a teenaged girl in a classroom setting. The situation escalated when a math teacher asked the girl to give up her cell phone. 88 According to one account, the girl then refused to leave the classroom after a teacher and administrator asked her to do so. 89 When the school police officer was summoned, the officer apparently told the student that she was under arrest and asked her to leave and when she did not, he grabbed her around the neck and threw her and her desk to the ground and dragged her across the room. 90 The same situation may occur in the other direction, of course, beginning with the police officer's behavior and then prompting a responsive "defection" by a community member. 91 In either case, the behavior demonstrated by the officer in the video is shocking and unacceptable; my explanation here of the interactive way in which the situation devolved does not mitigate the officer's behavior in any way. Understanding police or citizen behavior as an effort to use a tit-for-tat strategy does not ameliorate or explain away police misconduct, but it may help to design interventions to ameliorate tensions or help police re-conceptualize the interaction along different lines. 89. Id. 90. Id. 91. As noted above, the Ms. Bland incident seems to change dramatically in tone after Ms. Bland refuses to comply the officer's request/demand regarding the cigarette because it is beyond the scope of his authority. But as noted above, he likely believed he was being polite-using the word please, for example-and felt disrespected in return. See supra note 53.
D. Trust and Reactive Devaluation: Expanding the Paradigm Beyond Police-Community Interactions
One consequence of the events in Ferguson and other places was the "unmasking" of a clear divide in perceptions by different members of various communities. The polarizing perceptions of the same information have serious consequences that are not limited to the domain of policing, of course. For example, the Supreme Court's divided opinion in the Iqbal 92 pleading case suggests that individuals can look at the same information and see dramatically different stories: a plausible story of unconstitutional discrimination in detention, or an implausible story of complaint in light of a rational response to a national security problem. 93 Policing is no exception to this rule. While one community may express strong support for those who form the police force, and consider specific events a reasonable use of force by officers, others may decry the invidious role that the police play in oppressing or targeting certain communities and consider incidents as blatant police brutality. Consider the disagreement even when a videotape exists of the incident in question, such as in Scott v. Harris, where participants in an experiment viewed the incident at the heart of the case and came up with dramatically different views regarding whether the situation presented a danger to the public sufficient to justify the use of deadly force. 94 The broad unrest that has resulted from recent interactions between officers and the public that have gone terribly wrong suggests that the broader societal forces around perceptions of the police are important to society at large, and that our concerns ought to go well beyond merely the benefit to the involved parties of managing interactions between police and citizens. Protesters in these recent police cases have argued that racial bias underlies much of the behavior police behavior along procedural justice lines. Any change in behavior by the police, or reforms instituted by police departments, may be perceived negatively simply because of the identity of the actors. This suggests that work needs to be done to bring together not just the police and their communities, but different stakeholder communities which sometimes see themselves having opposing needs or values. Understanding that merely changing behavior will not immediately change perceptions is an important step in undertaking reform. One potential solution to the reactive devaluation problem, according to Ross, "involves explicitly eliciting the potential recipients' values and preferences before making any concessionary proposal, and then explicitly linking the content of the subsequent proposal to those expressed values and preferences." 100 Another possibility is to offer a "menu" of concessions that an opposing group can choose among. Finally, another possible intervention is to find a more neutral third party who can propose reforms. The Task Force on 21st Century Policing may have been an effort both to elicit values and preferences, brainstorm a number of different options for choice by stakeholders, and create a more "neutral" third party who could offer suggestions. However, it is not yet clear how successful that effort was in tamping down potential reactive devaluation to procedural justice reforms.
Of course, I do not mean to suggest that there are not serious substantive concerns about limiting police reform to procedural justice-based interventions. However, in an increasingly polarized environment where groups distrust each other and view each other as oppositional, and where police departments grow ever more enthusiastic about procedural justice reforms, attention must be paid to the potential ramifications regarding public perception of the positive direction of these reforms. 
